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1 Description of Mathematical Model

We propose a novel model which breaks down the typical infectious compartment of a Susceptible-
Exposed-Infectious-Recovered-Dead (SEIR-D) model into two compartments, one strand to model
individuals who become infected with COVID-19 and will be going to hospital, and the other strand
to model individuals who won’t need to go to hospital and thus remain undetected by healthcare
requirements. The objective of separating the strands like this is so we can fit the model to available
data presented to us by the Sussex Clinal Commissioning Group (CCG) and local County Council
authorities (Brighton & Hove, East and West Sussex) using our novel inference algorithm detailed in
Sections 2.1 and 2.2.

The mathematical model takes the form of a temporal epidemiological dynamic system of ordinary
differential equations governed by the interactions depicted in Figure 1 supported by non-negative
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initial conditions:

Ṡ = −βU + I

N
S, t ∈ (0, T ], S(0) = S0, (1)

Ė = β
U + I

N
S − γEE, t ∈ (0, T ], E(0) = E0, (2)

U̇ = p γEE − γUU, t ∈ (0, T ], U(0) = U0, (3)

İ = (1− p)γEE − γII, t ∈ (0, T ], I(0) = I0, (4)

Ḣ = γII − (γH + µH)H, t ∈ (0, T ], H(0) = H0 (5)

ṘU = (1−mU )γUU, t ∈ (0, T ], RU (0) = RU,0, (6)

ṘH = γHH, t ∈ (0, T ], RH(0) = RH,0, (7)

ḊU = mUγUU, t ∈ (0, T ], DU (0) = DU,0, (8)

ḊH = µHH, t ∈ (0, T ], DH(0) = DH,0. (9)

In this setting, let N denotes the total regional population in the Sussex regions of the UK (with
N approximately 1.7 million). Then, S(t) denotes the proportion of the total population N who are
susceptible to the disease, COVID-19. These become exposed to the disease, i.e. they are carrying
the disease but are not currently infectious, to form the E(t) subpopulation at rate λ(t) which rep-
resents the current infectivity. The rate λ(t) is the product between β, the transmission rate, and
the probability of meeting an infectious person (U(t) + I(t))N−1. The E(t) subpopulation is in an
incubation compartment and can further evolve in two ways. A proportion of E(t) becomes infec-
tious but, in spirit of the healthcare demand, remains undetected, denoted U(t), at a rate p γE , or
a proportion of E(t) becomes infectious and will require hospitalisation in the future, denoted I(t),
at a rate (1 − p)γE . The subpopulation that does not require hospitalisation can either progress to
recover, at rate (1−mU )γU , to form the recovered population, denoted by RU (t), or die, at rate mUγU ,
to form the dead population, denoted by DU (t). Considering the infectious population that will be
going to hospital, these individuals will become hospitalised, denoted by H(t), and thus be in hospital
care at rate γI . Once in hospital, patients can evolve in two separate pathways, a proportion of the
hospitalised population can fully recover at rate γH to form the subpopulation denoted by RH(t).
Alternatively, if they can not recover, then they die while in hospital at rate µH , to form the dead
population denoted by DH(t).

In the spirit of epidemiological models of this nature, β denotes the transmission rate, γ−1E denotes
the average incubation time, p denotes the proportion of infectious individuals who will not require
hospital treatment, γ−1U denotes the average infectious period, mU denotes the infected fatality ratio
for undetected cases, γ−1I denotes the average infectious period from becoming infectious to being
admitted to hospital, γ−1H denotes the average hospitalisation period for those who recover and µ−1H
represents the average hospitalisation period for those who die.

2 Methodology for parameter inference

Now that we have formulated the full model system to be studied, we next present the methodology
for parameter inference given reliable datasets as mentioned in the previous section. Indeed, we were
presented with hospital data, made up of daily hospital admissions (the red dashed arrow between
I(t) and H(t) in Figure 1), daily hospital discharges (the red dashed arrow between H(t) and RH(t)
in Figure 1) and daily hospital occupancy (the red dashed H(t) compartment in Figure 1), as well as
weekly death data, which was split into weekly hospital deaths (the blue double dashed arrow between
H(t) and DH(t) in Figure 1) and weekly outside of hospital deaths (the red dashed arrow between
U(t) and DU (t) in Figure 1). We note here that the weekly death data outside of hospital is dominated
by deaths in care homes, we plan on incorporating a separate compartment to model care homes in
the future to get more reliable parameter values for the undetected branch.

In this section we will go into the mathematical details of the inference algorithm described in the
Inferring model parameters given hospital datasets section of the manuscript. The algorithm
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of the compartment model.

is two fold. First we exploit the linear relationships between mortality in hospitals and discharges
from hospitals. Second we use an inverse approach to reduce the system of equations (1)–(5) to be
only in terms of the data we have, and then fit that to data. These two methods combined give us
values for all the model parameters.

2.1 Regression analysis to infer hospitalisation discharge and death rates

2.1.1 Mathematical notation

Given that we have hospital discharge data and those that die in hospital, we start by considering
(5), where we describe the number of individuals moving from the hospital compartment H(t) to the
hospital recovered RH(t) and then we describe the number of individuals moving from the hospital
compartment H(t) to the death in hospital compartment DH(t). We then seek to find a linear
relationship between the two descriptions and use linear regression analysis to estimate the relationship
between them.

We begin by considering the hospital discharged data which is available for 84 consecutive days
starting March 24th, 2020, apart from one missing data point on May 15th. We denote the set of data
points by CH , with each data point denoted as CH,i, for i = 1, . . . , 84. By considering (5) and (7), the
rate of individuals being discharged in a given day from hospital is given by γHH. This allows us to
compute the number of discharges per day in the following way

cH(t) := γH

∫ t

t−1
H(s) ds, t ≥ 1, (10)

where t is a given day. We assume that the data is perturbed with Gaussian noise of unknown mean,
denoted x̄H , and unknown standard deviation, denoted σH , which leads to the following relationship

CH,i = cH(i) + x̄H + ξH,i, (11)

where i denotes a time point of the data and ξH,i ∼ N (0, σ2H).
We now consider the data for those who die in hospitals. The data for deaths in hospitals is

available on a weekly basis, starting on week 14 (week ending April 3rd, 2020) up to week 23 (week
ending June 5th, 2020). We denote the set of data points by CwDH

, with each data point denoted as
CwDH ,j

, for j = 14, . . . , 23. By considering (5) and (9), the rate of individuals dying in hospital in a
given day is given by µHH. In a similar fashion, we can calculate the number of deaths per day in
the following manner

cDH
(t) := µH

∫ t

t−1
H(s) ds, t ≥ 1. (12)
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Since the data is weekly rather than daily, the number of deaths per week is calculated by

cwDH
(τ) := µH

∫ τ

τ−7
H(s) ds, τ ≥ 7 (weekly). (13)

We again assume that the data is perturbed with Gaussian noise of unknown mean, denoted by x̄D,
and unknown standard deviation, denoted by σD, which leads to the following relationship

CwDH ,j
= cwDH

(tj) + x̄D + ξD,j , (14)

where tj is the last day of week j and ξD,j ∼ N (0, σ2D).

2.1.2 Regression analysis

From (10) and (12) we find

cH(t) =
γH
µH

cDH
(t), (15)

which is a consequence of equations (5), (7) and (9), and gives light to one of the parameters, γHµ
−1
H ,

to be estimated. We are going to treat the daily deaths as unknowns in our model, by solving the
least squares problem defined by (11) and (14), together with

cwDH
(τ) =

6∑
k=0

cDH
(τ − k).

For simplicity, we assume that the covariance for the weekly mortality data is seven times larger than
the covariance for the daily discharged data, i.e. σ2D = 7σ2H . The rationale of this assumption is that
the relationship assumes that on the same time scale, mortality and discharged data would have the
same noise levels, and that mortality data is composed of independent daily measurements. We note
that this is a conservative assumption, since data collection methods are diverse.

Let η = γHµ
−1
H . The corresponding negative log-likelihood for the model given by (11) and (14) is

F (η, x̄H , x̄D, cDH
;CH , C

w
DH

) :=
1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(η cDH
(i) + x̄H − CH,i)2

+
1

7|J |

23∑
j=14

(
6∑

k=0

cDH
(tj − k) + x̄D − CwDH ,j

)2

, (16)

where I := {i ∈ N : i ≤ 84 and i 6= 53}, |I| = 83 and |J | = 9. We minimise F under the constraints
η > 0 and cDH

(i) > 0 using the Constrained Optimisation BY Linear Approximation (COBYLA)
algorithm [2, 3, 5]. The resulting parameter estimations are presented in Table 1.

Parameter Value Std.

γHµ
−1
H 0.653902 0.004186276

x̄H 1.748516 0.02085394

x̄D -26.825357 3.183021

Table 1: Results of fitting the linear model defined by (16) to obtain the best fit values for η = γHµ
−1
H ,

and the means x̄H and x̄D.

2.2 Inference for hospital model

In this section we present the inference equations we derived in order to infer the parameters of the
model. The concept is as follows: we define variables that describe the data we have, in terms of the
model compartment and parameters, and reduce the model to only be in terms of these new variables
and the model parameters. This establishes what parameters we can infer from the data as well as
reduce the computational power needed to fit the model since we do not need to solve the whole
system.
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2.2.1 Mathematical notation

The data we have to utilise is daily hospital admissions, daily hospital discharges, daily hospital
occupancy and weekly non-hospital deaths. Note, we do not consider hospital deaths as we have
already used this data to find the relationship on γHµ

−1
H . In terms of the hospital data, considering

(5), we know that Ḣ = Hin −Hout := admitted− (discharged+ died) and thus

cAd(t) := γI

∫ t

t−1
I(s) ds, (17)

describes the daily hospital admissions, and

cDis(t) := γH

∫ t

t−1
H(s) ds (18)

describes the daily hospital discharges. Similarly, considering (6), we have that

cDU
(t) := mUγU

∫ t

t−1
U(s) ds (19)

describes the daily deaths outside of hospital. Note, for ease of notation we consider daily death data
rather than weekly, and we have denoted (18) this way so as not to confuse with (10), since although
it is the same data, the variables are being used in different settings. So far we have not introduced
the hospital occupancy data, since this is described directly by H(t) we will include this straight into
the log-likelihood function to be fit directly to the data.

Before we derive the reduced system we re-introduce the model for ease of exposition, where we
have omitted the deaths and recovered compartments (equations (6)-(9)), namely

Ṡ = −β̃(U + I)S, (20)

Ė = β̃(U + I)S − γEE, (21)

U̇ = pγEE − γUU, (22)

İ = (1− p)γEE − γII, (23)

Ḣ = γII − µ̃HγHH. (24)

Here we have also denoted β̃ = βN−1 and µ̃H = 1 + µHγ
−1
H for ease of notation.

2.2.2 Reduced system

We first look to manipulate equations (20)–(24) to only be in terms of the compartments U(t), I(t)
and H(t) and their derivatives so that an easy application of calculus gives us the reduced equations
in terms of cAd, cDis and cDU

. Since we have three variables, we look to derive three equations in
terms of U , I and H.

One notices that (24) is already in terms of the required compartments. We can use (23) to gain
E in terms of the required compartments, namely

E =
İ + γII

(1− p)γE
, (25)

which we can then use in (22) to gain our second necessary equation. To gain the third equation we
utilise (25) to manipulate (20) and (21) to be in terms of the required compartments, which leads us
to the following reduced system of equations

Ḣ = γII − µ̃HγHH, (26)

U̇ =
p

1− p
(İ + γII)− γUU, (27)

...
I + γI Ï

(1− p)γE
+
Ï + γI İ

1− p
=

(
Ï + γI İ

(1− p)γE
+
İ + γII

1− p

)
U̇ + İ − β̃(U + I)2

U + I
. (28)
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For ease of notation, let us denote by x := ċAd, y := ċDU
and z := ċDis. Thus, using (17)–(19) in

(26)–(28), the reduced system for (20)–(24) is

...
x = (ẍ+ (γI + γE)ẋ+ γI γE x)

(
x

γI
+

y

mUγU

)−1
×

(
1

1− p
ẋ

γI
+

p

1− p
x− y

mU
− β̃

(
x

γI
+

y

mUγU

)2
)
− (γI + γE)ẍ− γI γE ẋ, (29)

ẏ =
mUγU p

1− p

(
ẋ

γI
+ x

)
− γUy, (30)

ż = γHx− γH µ̃Hz. (31)

Note, the reduced system involves all the parameters in the model, so given enough data points and
since the Jacobian is invertible, this implies structural identifiability.

2.2.3 Inference

Now that we have the reduced system of (20)–(24) in terms of the data, we can proceed to fit the
data and gain the inferred parameter values by minimising a log-likelihood function. In a similar
manner to Section 2.1 we denote the set of daily hospital admissions data as CAd, with each data
point denoted as CAd,i, for i = 1, . . . , 84. Similarly, we denote the set of daily hospital discharge data
as CDis, with each data point denoted as CDis,i, for i = 1, . . . , 84. We denote the set of daily hospital
occupancy data as CHO, with each data point denoted as CHO,i, for i = 1, . . . , 84. Finally, we denote
the set of weekly death data outside of hospital as CwDU

, with each data point denoted as CwDU ,j
, for

j = 14, . . . , 23. Assuming that the data is collected subject to centered Gaussian errors, scaling the
mortality data error to account for weekly data, we have the following negative log-likelihood function
to minimise

F (cAd, cDis, H, cDU
;CAd, CDis, CHO, CDU

) :=
1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(cAd(i)− CAd,i)2 +
1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(cDis(i)− CDis,i)2

+
w1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(H(i− 1)− CHO,i)2 +
1

7|J |

23∑
j=14

(
6∑

k=0

cDU
(tj − k)− CwDU ,j

)2

, (32)

where I is defined as before. We have introduced the weight w1 = 10−1 so that the data is comparable,
i.e. so that the magnitude of the daily hospital occupancy is of the same magnitude as the daily hospital
admissions and discharge data.

Without any constraints, (32) has multiple local minimisers. We therefore impose two physically
relevant constraints based on the following assumptions. First, we assume that the population within
the model, excluding the recovered and death compartments, is between 90% and 100% of the total
population N that we consider. This reflects the fact that an unknown fraction of the population is
already immune or are not susceptible, due to the shielding programmes in place, for example. Second,
we assume that the effective reproductive number, defined as

Rt :=
S0
N
R0, (33)

at the beginning on the simulation is less than one but greater than 0.75. This reflects the effect of
the lockdown on the population dynamics and avoids non-feasible parameters that involve very high
infection rates leading to close to 100% of infections in a short period of time, which is unrealistic
in the time period of the data we are considering. Note, R0 is the basic reproductive number and is
equivalent to Rt when S0 = N , which is typically comparable to the very beginning of an epidemic,
i.e. when there are very few individuals infected. This is not necessarily the case here as we don’t
know how many individuals have already been infected at the beginning of the lockdown period, when
our first bit of data is, and thus the beginning of our simulation, hence why we explicitly differentiate
between notation here.
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Using the method of next-generation matrices described in [4], we obtain the following expression
for the basic reproductive number

R0 := β

(
p

γU
+

1− p
γI

)
. (34)

Utilising a similar method as in Section 2.2.2, one can obtain the initial conditions S0, E0, U0 and
I0 in terms of the data, whereby we already have H0 since H0 = CHO,1 by definition. Including the
constraints, the negative log-likelihood then reads

G(cAd, cDis, H, cDU
, S0, E0, U0, I0;CAd, CDis, CHO, CDU

, N)

:=
1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(cAd(i)− CAd,i)2 +
1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(cDis(i)− CDis,i)2 +
w1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(H(i− 1)− CHO,i)2

+
1

7|J |

23∑
j=14

(
6∑

k=0

cDU
(tj − k)− CDU ,j

)2

− w2(1−Rt)(Rt − 0.75)− w3(N −N0)(N0 − 0.9N), (35)

where, for ease of notation, we have left the initial conditions and effective reproductive number in
their original notation. To aid clarity in notation, we have introduced N0 = S0+E0+U0+I0+H0. For
the simulation, we took the weights w2 = 102 and w2 = 10−9 to make all the terms of the log-likelihood
comparable. We minimise (35) using the limited memory Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno algo-
rithm with box constraints (L-BFGS-B) [1, 5, 6]. The box constraints were used to ensure positivity
of the relevant parameters as well as positivity of the initial conditions.

2.3 Robustness analysis of parameters

Due to the size of the model along with the number of parameters, we don’t consider a large-scale
investigation into parameter sensitivity but conduct a rudimentary investigation. In order to measure
the sensitivity of each parameter we calculate the change in the log-likelihood (in %) for a change
in each of the parameters independently, i.e. we only change one parameter at a time. The optimal
parameters (and thus chosen parameters in Table 1 in the manuscript) make the smallest mismatch,
i.e. the smallest output of the log-likelihood, of all the parameter values considered in the minimisation
algorithm, and so we calculate the relative percentage change using the perturbed parameter from the
optimal parameters. We note here that the observed value from the log-likelihood will never be zero
due to the error in the data. We increase and decrease each of the fitted parameters by up to 1%
from its optimal value and demonstrate the change in the log-likelihood in Table 2. As one can see,
β, γU , γH and mU are not sensitive to changes at all but seemingly γE , p and γI are. We postulate
that this is in fact a structural issue of the model and the data rather than a parameter issue. If all
the other parameters are fixed, both p and γE control the number of individuals we see in each of the
branches describing U or I. We have data describing the number of individuals in the I branch, using
hospital capacity data, and so both these parameters are actually very well characterised by the data,
and thus any change in their values, with all the other parameters fixed, produces a large mismatch.
Similarly, with p and γE fixed, γI controls the number of individuals moving from I to H and again,
since we have the hospital capacity data available, this value is also well characterised by the data.
This assertion is backed up by the results in Table 2 and Figure 2. For these results we took 30-80
data points and fitted the parameters to the data. One can see that γE , p and γI have a very small
range within the different means, and they have a small range of standard deviations. Concentrating
on the standard deviations, this means that the parameters would mostly not even be changing by
0.01% demonstrating that the actual fitting of the data is not sensitive at all. Qualitatively, changing
each of the parameters by 1% results in an almost identical forecasting picture for the majority of the
parameters, as can be seen in Figure 3. The reason that p looks largely different is due to the fact
that p is much larger in value than the other parameters and so a 1% shift results in a larger range of
values. For ease of demonstration we only demonstrate the hospital occupancy.
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Parameter 0.01% 0.1% 1%

β 0.0001% 0.0013% 0.0340%

γE 0.2381% 2.4491% 29.804%

p 0.2664% 2.7360% 30.340%

γU 0.0027% 0.0275% 0.2964%

γI 0.2420% 2.4926% 30.617%

γH 0.0108% 0.1082% 1.0875%

mU 0.0188% 0.1888% 1.9424%

(a) Log-likelihood test.

Mean Range Std. Range

[0.1505, 0.1641] [9.75× 10−8, 0.0076]

[0.15361, 0.15363] [9.94× 10−8, 3.62× 10−5]

[0.9293, 0.9300] [4.57× 10−8, 0.0001]

[0.1662, 0.1760] [0.0003, 0.0110]

[0.1591, 0.1592] [1.03× 10−7, 3.76× 10−5]

[0.0505, 0.0544] [3.28× 10−8, 0.0035]

[0.0220, 0.0237] [6.33× 10−7, 0.0001]

(b) Parameter fits from using 30-80 data points.

Table 2: Results of the parameter robustness test.
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Figure 2: Parameter fits from using 30-80 data points.
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